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. , Growing dissatisfaction with the linkage of * 

educational research and development infjormation and products to 

^ actual school cla'ssiropm procedures has motivefted many researchers ard 
practitioners to uncover new linkage systems^. Among the new 
approaches suggested is that of building on already existing 
communication netwoiiks ^in schools and across the country^ attempting 
to channel information into these * informal net works in a manner and 
shape more readily useful to school^ personnel, ffowever^ little is 
currently known about what infqjrmal education communication networks 
exist ot how they operate, an^'^even less is known about hbw long 
these networks endure or the foi^mat of the information transmitted 
through them. This paper is part of a symposium bringing together 
researchers and practitipners to explore these underlying questions 
and suggest future directions fqr building linkages between research 
and practice. It discusses research qn information networks involved 

^ in establishing new or alternative schools. By analyzing data 
collected at sii new schools- in New York City^ the authors describe 
the number and duration of networks and the key individuals who 
compose them. (Author/HLF) . ' 
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t.vK J r^'^^Vs.,^^ ^« interested' in are not abstract, t,r^eiectrical, or 
.liti ^"^5 tli^elcments are people , .roles Tr.oVo.^s 

and the Unes are conununication-qhaifeels (face to face contact. phon;°tai 
materL"! • " ''''''''' J^^^^UI^, ^r'ather thaS ene^^^ or ; 

' Given pr^sently^avaiiable communication media , e,veryone in the world" ' ' 

etse" 'Sar'L%""C"''- '-'°'^^'^°-'---smission purposes to everyone 
•WSlJ" Lr^ °f n".'°?-^'°" """^ purposes. The idea-.or^ co.Lnicafcion 
iZTllr ^Tv . ^ ^"^^^'"^ " connected set 3f elements and channels which 
WLll. permit low-x;ndrgv access-to -trfsfr^.H jnf^nrn,.^.-^.- 



pVnPnJ^, ^ f ^ "^--"""^^.^'-io" netiSQTk, it is possible with miniinal 

expenditure of enoroy to give and obtain credible (believabl-,, veridil^Ty— ^ 
inforn,3ELon. Electrons are electrons. But when the traveling substSnce is 
informition, questions of its quality, accuracy, etc. Beeome paramount. 
The informataon-seeker at one riode needs to know whe^fher the sender at another 
IS honest and not^self-deluding, is co-.pctent to understand the request, and 
is v/ilUng to transmit the sort, of information requested. %ese assuranc'e^ 
are most often met when sender and receiver have tiad previous face-to-fificr- 
contact, fenough to develop clear, positive views of each 'others' benevolfnce. ' 
competence and degree of authenticity J 



rfetrieval experi&nce. As we have indicated, our need was Co locate ' 
(r^Fl-41y and economically) ^ set. of planners, recently-opened innovative . 
schools,' and schools currently being planned which would'hslp us understand 
more about the design 'and development of "educational settings. 

. Generally speaking, we proceeded by brainstorming initial'.contact 'lists , 
phoning^ people oru these whtjm we knew or were connected to by a third party 
and asking for' suggestions for "old sites", "planners"', -and "new sites". ' 
When we nad enough information to decide that a visit to a planner or an old 
site for an extended interview was worthwhile, we carried out such an interview 
and asked the interviewee -for still more nominations in the three categories. 

c'Jr}^.^-^ sys'^s'^tixally snowballed our way into a moderate-sized sample - 
of p.lcjnners, 66^old sites, and 56 new sites. In all cases we" indicated 
our wish to know about "innovative", "interesting", "alternative" schools and 
^eir piSnners; in all cases we stressed that we were focusing on social and 
educational planning, not physicaltplanning. We al^o said we vished to stay 
focused in th^ Northeast. ^ .. 



It -should be emphaslzeH tOiat oyr ^pproach. was not "scientific" i-fi the 
sense' of careful sampling iDr sysfcemartc exhaustion Vf, catenaries; -We simpl 
acted opportunistically to locate a>s many u^^eful nominations as we could 
with as Uttle excess energy expendit^ire- as -p&ssible. In a sense thougK' ou 
prejudices (tor example, not eKpocting..much help from national a*ssOciation<:) 
r^py . . ■ icaa our findings, 6ur effort inafy'.be a reajsonably typical exhibi 



o^^now peopie wanting information about new schdols burrow thfeir way through 
whatever "networks'' may ^exist. ' ' \ . > . ^ % 

When we copstdered initiMLy how we mig^t'go. about locating planners, 
brainstorraed an . initial conta'ct' list, ..which: included- ' . ^ 

V ^2 central office peifsons, * * . . ' 

* * 3 national professipnal'associations • \ 

1 university researcher- ^ ^ ^ ' , 

^ 5 consulting^tirms . . , ' 

4 research and developnent agencies (independent)^ ^• v 

/ . 2 Federal ofiiciaU " , * ' *cr> 

' ^ 2 State officials ' ' 



Of these, we did not pursue Che national associations, nor 4 of.^£he 5 
nationally-known consulting ffrms, nor eit^ier Federalr official. As it turned 
out, central office personnel, staffs of -alternative schools, intermediate unit 
personnel, , and -alternative-school organizations - all of them much closer 
tcr-the realities of new'scfiools -.were those who most frequently could locate 
•planViers for us. So, interestingly, could State officials and R&D agency 
persons - especially those who hrfd worked in oJ:her settirtTs* previously. 

The results of oyr search process are "tiisplayed in Teble -1. Categories 
of persons npminating planners are a]r the left; ^hose receiving nominations 
are shown in column headings. ^ 

The categories of nominators included the following: 



0. A person mow involved in the'^planning of a particgilar 
alternative or innovative new school. 

1. Staff member (or closely-involved planner) of ah 
alternative school, 

2. Central office personnel in a school district (other than" supt. 

3. School distr'i^t line 'managers', (superintendents , principals). 

4. Intermediate unit personnel (BOCES in New York, county supt. 
in New Jersey, ACES in Connecticut). 

5. vState Dep^^rtment of Education official. 

6. Official o"f voluntary "linking" organization (school stady 
council, league of schools j etc.). 

7. Alternative school-focused organization (including National 
•Alternative Schools Program, Center fox New Schools).' 
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ili^%"^';°T"''r^?*'/^"'''^-^°"^' or regional? such as 
AASA, NEA, coun,ty school board association). ' ' 

Co "uaS^'r-n"? orU,3dLt:e student: 

i^onsulcapu (includes free-lance and firms). 

fx^'^tmo'^r^r' r' o'^^'°P"^^"'^ organization Member 

Ux. hvJT•{.i^O, ^Center for Policy Researph).. " 

Federal agencyiiof ficia.l. . . - 

Foundation official ■ - • " 



I. 



V 



v. 



Some general observations c^n be made.'about tKis matrix. TirsL, new-* 
school planners do not seem to be vgry visible'to others; there were 59 " 
* nominations, made by 49 people. Only two planners received' 3 nominations, 
and one nomination was typical.^ \ , " , 

Second, the classes of planner which are least parochial - receive < 
nominations from most other categories - are those^^of university-based • ' 
^trofessor/researcher/graduate stjdont, ana independent cousultant/f irmi ^ • 
Universit^.es h^ve often been criticised as havens fo^ those who do not-care^ • 
about school problems, but planners who inhabi-d them are visible to people 
m a wide range ^of other niches, including thos^ in schools and thefir 
, associated district , offices. It's in t-fee interest of consultants,' 
presumably,, to be vi.sibl^. »' • ' • N 

I Third, district connral office personnel tend to be most visible to each 

othei^, and not to know of aqy other resources/ ' - ' •■ 

-ft Fourth, LEA line managers,- such as superintendents'^ and principals, are 
only-visible to ir tetmediate-unit personr^I, di&trict perso^ni^el, arid (in one * " 
case) to an SED rej. •'esentative. • , 'v 

/ ' ^ 

, Fifth, planners are mentioned only infrequently ao residing in intermediate 
units, linking organizations ^or R&D orgahizations^^nd not at all in foundation 
or Federal agency settings. » I 

i > ' 

Finally, no one nominates any plai^ner whose primary identity was that 
o£ current responsibility for planning a new/ school. This may be partially 
9n artifact of the slowdown in new-school starts in the last few years, but 
we suspect th^t local planners are (a) less likely to have repeated planning 
experience; (b) not visible to those outside the effort. 

In the Washington, D. C. area, the influence on netvorks is markedly 
affected by the large county sys,tems. Persons are typically appointed at a 
central office level to be responsible for the county's building program. 
These persons are considered planners and are well known throughout the county 
but not necessatlly in an adjoining county. 

Outside of such county officials, planner^ identified were more likely 
to be kn'^wn for their national reputation than locally. For example, the few 
non-county planners identified in the area were nominated by federal officials. 
These planners had helped start new schools in such desparate locations as 
Boston and Oregon. 



Cosmopolitans are naturally more visible than locals. ExT an urban 
schools planner, -formerly a consultant, was .nomi^nated by another consultant 
(who was^a former partner), a person from a research and development agency, 
and' a foundation officer who had funded both the planner and the agency/ Or"; 
the head of a well-known alternative high school vas mentioned by a Federal 
agency person, (whd had gone to the same university as the school head), an 
R&D researcher (formerly a Federal official), a,nd an assistant superintendent 
(who had managed a program funded by the official). 



7 ■ 



T,^bl2 2 difolays tho r .It./ of our '> :»rch fA .sites'' in the JCcv • 

York-to,-L j^Con ar^a. 44ere too we were not interested in beinrj systematic or 
thorough., but in locating schools which (a) were genuinely "alternative" or 
'-'innovative"; (b) had opened in the past 4 years; (c) had some original planners 
ground for interviens. .Th<! locations of nominate<^"old sites" were identified 
as "metropolitan" (e,g., Mew York, Hartford, BostonT; urban (smaller city); 
re^io:>U (irzl . 1^ .-^ : ji m coribinations) ; ^§^urban; 'Wd sublirban/xural/ 

We located a total of j56 "old sites", 41 in the,^?ew York 'metropolitan 
area, and the remaining spread over northern New Jersey Connectic jt and the 
*?oston met'ropolitai area. We also located anotlier 25 in the BaUimore-Washingtoa 
^ area, but*all w6re located by calling the *central"of f ice perS^n, 

* * i > , ^ . ■ 

% It can be seen that nominations cskiq most fji^quently^ from<^^t^ff members af 
alternative /innovative schools themselves, centraF olflce persorael, intermediate 
unit persons, an alternative schools org'^nization, -andff state^departmer^t of 
^education personnel. But those geheraUzations mask t'he^^:t tirbjt the many 
noraihjtions (for 34 of the 66 schools) came' from persons^ who seemed to. be at 
centra.1 "nod'^si' in the network ot*in formation flow about new schools: (1) a 
metropolitan facilities planner with a strong interest in alternative programs; 
(2) ar official of a national clearing house for alternative schools; (3) the 
Title III coordinator in a state cje'j^ar tment of education; (4) a'xiniversity 
* researcher who had just compleced a, national tour of alternative-l|ke schools. 
Nominations were freqaent from staf£ members of alternative/innovative schools, 
and from intermediate-unit pef;>onnel> but were scattered; no centrally-"nodal" 
persons were found, except; in the Baltimore-Washington area. \ 

New Sites . As Table 2 shows, the 66 sites received a total of 34 
nominations; here to repeat nominations are not rr*-quent. Our. records indicate 
that only five sites received as many as 3 nominations, ai)d one 4. All but one 
were alternative scHools in suburban settings; the other metropolitan. The 
most fij^equent noniinators of these "visible" schools were, staff members of other 
schools, universi.ity personnel, and linking agency members* table 2 alsd 
indicates that certain categories , of nominators show up very infrequently or 
not at all; people presently planniilg new'schools; school district managers; 
professional organizatfons; consultants; R6J) agencies; Federal agencies; 
'foundations. There a^^e some differences' here from the implied somewhat more 
diffuse network of "planners" reviewed above, which may i^ell stem from our 

early luck in locating '""nodal" 'types. 

, ♦ /% 

' , ^ *£Bble 3 shows the results of our search foV "new sites" - schools opening 
ii} the fell of 1^75 or 1976. Since thes^ were schools which, we might potentially 
be studying closely during the planning and development process, they had to i 
be r^i;ktively close (5C miles) to our geographical base in the Neu York 
metropolitan area,^ and we said so to those we requested nominations from. 



^ ^ We also carried out a search in the Baltimore-Washington area. Once 
again, the county system Yoade ' the search sqmewhat easier. ^ One person in each 
county knew what new schools Were being' developed. Thus, seven people identified 
all the new starts within an area of fifty miles of Washington. 
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- Se>/eral observations and comments can' be m^de. First, as ihany people 

have exp^c tod, the rate o£ ne-^school creation Is down somewhaC; we located 

, Connecticut. Ut should be.notod taat the 3J site's 'in Lew Jersey ir.cl -.-.J 
■ ff^^h!l ^^^^w^' Soing up in this self-imposed geographical ar^a; fo.r'xJst ■^ 
of these the innovative" or "alternative" designation is -dubious, and in any 

' ZuL\' ""t !f °^ this writing (see the large propo'rtriQn in t^.e ••unkx.own;^ ' 

column) Internadiate, level units in suburban New York, reported that almost 
no new building was occurring. ^ ^ ^ 

Another way of viewing these data is that we encountei:e.d only 25 . ' 

.nominations (tr.ost of them non-repeated) for new schools clca-ly i-lMit^fied a« 
non-tradit.ional and only 7 of these nomination^ could be. characterized as 
' wlt^^^^ r ! ; ^" °^ presenting a pervasive, holistic program 

to usiri / characteristics that represented a serious alternative 

to usual ways of organizing and conceptualizing schooling.-' 

- . Second,-'it appeals that intern:ediate-level unit personnel, and uroan 
central ofiice personnel, followed by State department and university personnel 
and consultants are most Ukely to know of new schools. Surprisingly enough - 
voluntary linking organizations were not of much help, nor were- alternative ' " 
school-focused organizations. We drew a blank with the people in setrtinga out *. 
ot the main stream of educational oper..tions (R&D agencies, federal agency • 
personnel, foundation official?), with whom we spoke. ■ 

.. t^" T^^^l' locations of new sites are more diverse than those of.-the 

old sites seen in Table 2; more smaller-cit> , and subucban/rural sites are • 
nominated. 

A final cormnent is that interesting new schools are largely '"invisible" 
to others: among the 66 sites thepe are only 7 new schools which are mentioned 
by two persons, and none was menti-oned by three. The six included 2 
metropolitan, 3 suburban, and 2 regional schools. This so-called invicibility - 
nay be an artifact of our search methods, but the fact is that we experienced 
a good deal of difficulty in getting the sort of information we were looking 
for, often drew blanks, etc. 

New Site Information. At this point our data bout the information 
flow into new sites is limited to three. Of these three we asked how 
frequently new site personnel utilized each of the following: 

^ It's of some interest that our New York State department nominator 
at first said that there were no new innovative schools at all being planned 
in our geographical area (largely suburban), while suggesting a dozen such 
schools upstate; after some pressing by us, he suggested 4 additional nearby- 
sites. ^ 



ERIC 



b • ^ . ' ' , . - ^ r'i^ center 

c - ' . , . . \ . £ * * r 

d - Coniert^nccS fuU-.-j c;^ : . 

e - Specialist in your- own district or scnool 

f - Other teachers or administrators in your district 

g -r Observation of innovative practices in"' other schools 

or districts 
h - In-service, training 

1 - Research reports or monographs ^ 

j - Mass media (books by non-profc^-siona , nn^Uwin^^s, TV) / 
' k - Pre-service troinin; " / 

1 - Text hookSf manuals, curriculum guides 
» m - Local school board 

o,-j''-Abscracts or documents ERIC 
^p Other sources of information or advice 

The most frequently used source was item (f) - Other teachers or 
administrators in your district school. Second mo?*" frequent was (g) - 
'Obs^r;vation of ^innovative practices in other schools; followed by (e) - 
Specialists ""in your district or school. 

Used not at all was abstracts or documents from ERIC. 
; . . ' / ' 

."^Mle ve -^.j^c be cautious vinh ^nly three site^ in our sample it does 
appear taat tnere is a preieronce for local sources rpther national or mass 
media sources. 

* Our analysis so far would lead us to conclude tbat there is minimal use of 
networks in the sense of channels for "rapid access to trusted information. 

Secondly, redundancy, a property thought to be important in other types 
of net>>uc.K.s was almost non-existent in our findings ps witnessed by the low 
'dumber of multiple nominations in relation to planners and old sites* 

In school systems organized into large county systems, information sou''ces 
seem much more easjLly identified witnin but not across counties. 

^ As compared to other studies. of networks, the spread of information in new 
sites appears to be more likje that of agriculture in the sense that local 
resources are Citilized more than professional research\of opinion. 

It doe^ appear that insofar as there are networks, the structure differs 
somewhat according -tQ the type of information being sought. For .example : 
for planners . the most useful nominators seem to be those who are closest to 
new schools; for rec ently-opened schools , a small set of centrally-nodal 
people, accounted for many no:^':nations , along with school staff members and 
intermedin te-unit personnel; for schools still bein^ planned , the best nominators 
are'**ofJiciar* ones (intermediate-level unit personnel, central office people, 
and State ciepaijtment persons). University-based persons were freqaent no^iinators 
in all three areas, as were consultants for the question of planners and new 
sites'. ♦ 



